The Tinker’s Cart, and the Causes of the Revolution
8:45-10:15

Tinker’s Cart (15 minutes)

-“Tinker” comes in with the cart (spring 1776)

-People will be invited to remove items from the cart, and Margie will lead an inquiry about the items that are in there.  Once they are all removed from the cart (or all the main things), we will discuss:  Why are they all in there together?  What does the tinker’s cart have to do with the coming of the Revolution?

Transition (Michelle)

In the cart are materials for disseminating ideas (newspapers, books, broadsides, letters, Common Sense, etc.)  This is a time of intellectual and political ferment among ordinary people as well as elites.  The ideas are connected to daily live and to economic decisions.

What IDEAS might be in the cart?

-Have people read aloud from the “ideas in the cart” handout.  [Make correct # of copies and highlight for each person. DO NOT read the names.]

-What are the sources of these ideas?

-Great Awakening

-Enlightenment ideas

-War and debate over politics

-Benjamin Franklin’s ideas about life.

-Notice that these ideas are in conflict with each other.

Causes of the Revolution:  An Introduction to Political Culture in 18th century America
These ideas—and others—are very important for understanding the coming of the Revolution.  Because the Revolution was a political event, not a bread riot (which is itself political), we have to understand the words & ideas people at the time used to understand their government—what government should be like, what it should do, and what it should not do.  These words & ideas, taken together, are the “political culture” of the time.

[PUT UP A VOCABULARY POCKET—POLITICAL CULTURE]

Step 1:  With a partner at your table, take 4 minutes to discuss—What is “good government”?  What does “good government” mean to you?  BRIEF report out.

In the 18th century, people used the phrase “proper authority” to mean good government.  As you’ll see if you watch the optional movie on Friday, some of the characters participated in a college debate on the question:  “Shall proper authority be continued in society?”  They were talking about good government.  So what did “good government,” or “proper authority” mean to British and colonial American people in the 1760s?

Step 2:  A little lecture, with vocabulary
English Constitution (not written down—the elements and customs that made up the English government “from time out of mind”)

King (this is a monarchy, ruled by a king)

House of Lords

House of Commons (which together make up Parliament)

We might call their form of government a “constitutional monarchy,” but they called it a “mixed government.”  They said that each part of society—the royalty, the aristocracy, and the common people—were represented in the government.  [Put up each part next to its government part.]

For the “mixed government” to be a good government, it would have to protect the traditional rights of Englishmen.  Like the government itself, people said these rights had existed from “time out of mind.”  What were they?  [ELICIT SOME . . .]

-representation

-trial by jury [if charged with a crime, you get a speedy trial by your peers]

-habeas corpus [you can’t be thrown in jail and not charged with a crime]

-no standing army [if there’s a war, there’s an army; otherwise they go home so the king can’t use them against the citizens]

-judges independent of the king

-no one is above the law—even the king has to obey the law and not do whatever he wants  [an “absolute monarch” was a king who did whatever he wanted, ignoring the law; English kings were “constitutional monarchs” because they could be held accountable]

-king and government should protect its subjects; in return, subjects should obey “proper authorities”
To protect the rights of Englishmen, the “mixed government” had to maintain a balance among its parts—no one part should have too much power; every part should have a say in the laws.
When English people—in England and in the colonies—used the word “liberty,” they meant that the rights of Englishmen were being protected by a properly balanced government under the English constitution.  However, they also argued that “liberty” was constantly in danger from “power”—the opposite of liberty.  If one part of the government got too much power, then liberty would be in danger, and the rights of Englishmen could be taken away.  Too much power in the hands of one part of the government would by “tyranny.”

How would one part of the government get too much power?

-A power grab:  When the king tried to rule without Parliament in the 1680s, he tried to become an absolute monarch—and the English people fought back.  We call this the Glorious Revolution.

-Corruption:  If the people, and especially their representatives in the House of Commons, stopped defending English liberties, then they would give too much power to the other parts of the government.  People argued that if you started to see a standing army, a lot of new officials, and Members of Parliament voting in support of special interests then you would be able to tell that the Commons was corrupt and that liberty was in danger.

An important element of the English constitution was representation.  Today, we think of representation as an individual right—one that each person in society has.  I have a right to elect someone who will represent me in Congress, for example, and who will respond to my concerns if I write a letter.  In the 18th century, representation was considered a “corporate right.”  That means that Members of Parliament didn’t represent individuals or even particular areas but rather a whole social group.  Members of the House of Lords represented the aristocracy, including Lords who did not attend, women, and children from the aristocracy.  Members of the House of Commons were elected to represent all commoners in Britain, no matter where they lived, how rich or poor they were, or whether they could vote.  From this point of view, elected Members of Parliament from London represented the interests of farmers in Essex, women in Manchester, children in London, and also colonists in Ireland, America, and the West Indies.  Since these people were all commoners, they were presumed to share the same interests—and thus to have a voice in government.
But how did the colonies fit in this scheme?  Were they part of the “mixed government”?  If so, how?

-First, in theory, they were as I just said represented in Parliament.

-Second, since the Glorious Revolution in the 1680s, American colonies had all had representative assemblies that handled local legislation.

-Third, for most of the 18th century, Parliament had imposed regulations on imports & exports (the Navigation Acts) that had, along the way, taxed goods imported & exported from the colonies.  These kinds of taxes were sometimes called “external taxation.”  BUT Parliament had not imposed any kinds of laws or taxes inside the colonies, leaving that work to the assemblies.  Although in theory Parliament had the right and responsibility to impose any laws it wanted on the colonies, in practice, they had made a distinction between external taxation and internal taxation.

We’ve had a lot of words here—let’s review some key ones that we’ll need going forward:

Liberty

Power

Tyranny

Parliament

Representation

Standing Army

Corruption (incl. bureaucracy and monopoly)

Rights of Englishmen

Step 3:  The Crises that Led to Revolution

After 1763 when the French & Indian War ended, Parliament needed to a) defend the territory it had just won; and b) pay off the enormous debt the war had incurred.  It did so by posting permanent soldiers in America AND looking for ways to tax Americans to pay off the debt.

This led to a series of crises that surprised the British government and angered American colonists who feared that their liberty—their rights as Englishmen—was being destroyed.  Let’s talk about how.
The Stamp Act—1765—Parliament imposed an internal tax on all the colonies.  Every document (e.g. licenses, court papers, contracts)  would have a special stamp and cost more because it was being taxed.  Also applied to newspapers, dice, and playing cards.  The tax was not very high, certainly far less than people paid in England.  Parliament was shocked when colonists responded with mob actions.  WHY WERE THE COLONISTS SO UPSET?  [elicit answers based on the above; note the VA House of Burgesses passed resolutions saying that Parliament did not have the right to tax the colonies.  WHY?]

The response was so great that Parliament backed off.  They repealed the Stamp Act, but passed the Declaratory Act, saying Parliament had the right to legislate for the colonies in all cases whatsoever.  [WHY?  Note:  Colonists agreed with “legislate,” but distinguished that from “tax.”]

The Townshend Acts—1767—Parliament tried again, taxing paper, paint, lead, and tea.  At the same time, Parliament threatened to dissolve the New York Colonial Assembly if it did not agree to pay to house permanent British soldiers in the colony.  This time, colonists responded with crowd actions AND with economic boycotts against British imports.  WHY WERE THEY UPSET THIS TIME?  WHY MIGHT THEY SEE THIS AS AN ESCALATION OF THE PROBLEM?  WHAT NEW PROBLEMS ARE RAISED BY THE QUARTERING ACT?

Again, there was a kind of compromise.  New York agreed to pay for the soldiers rather than lose the assembly.  But Parliament repealed the Townshend Acts, except for the tax on tea.

On the same day that the Townshend Acts were repealed, a group of colonists in Boston were throwing sticks and snowballs at British soldiers, as they had done on several other occasions because they did not want the soldiers to be stationed in Boston.  On previous occasions, the soldiers had gotten in trouble for fighting back, being reminded by the courts that they could not shoot at civilians unless they were in danger of being killed—and even having rocks thrown at them did not count.  This time the soldiers shot at the colonists, killing several.  The captain and several soldiers were arrested and put on trial.  Angry colonists called the “The Boston Massacre.”  WHY MIGHT THE COLONISTS HAVE BEEN UPSET (BESIDES THAT PEOPLE WERE KILLED)?  HOW MIGHT THIS INCIDENT HAVE FUELED THEIR FEARS FOR THEIR LIBERTIES?  WHY MIGHT PARLIAMENT HAVE BEEN UPSET?
The Tea Act—1773—was not exactly more of the same.  This time, Parliament didn’t create a new tax but lowered a tax on tea.  The British East India Company was in financial trouble (due largely to its work in India), and Parliament passed this act as a bail out.  It permitted the Company to sell tea directly to the colonies without passing through England, thereby reducing the taxes they had to pay.  It also gave the Company a monopoly on the American tea market.  WHY MIGHT COLONISTS HAVE BEEN UPSET (PHILOSOPHICALLY SPEAKING) ABOUT THIS?  SHOULDN’T THEY HAVE BEEN HAPPY TO HAVE LOWER TEA PRICES?  Does it make a difference if you know that most American merchants were actually selling smuggled Dutch tea?
This time, as you know, Americans again fought back.  Often American ships met British tea ships and threatened the captain, making them turn back before reaching port.  But when British tea ships docked in Boston, colonists threw the tea overboard (Boston Tea Party) destroying over $700,000 worth of tea in today’s money.

Britain responded with the Coercive Acts, closing the port of Boston until the tea was paid for, stationing more troops in Boston, and dissolving the Massachusetts assembly and town meetings.  The colonists called these the Intolerable Acts and called for representatives from all the colonies to meet in Philadelphia.  WHY WOULD THE OTHER COLONIES ATTEND?  ISN’T THIS BOSTON’S PROBLEM (PARLIAMENT CERTAINLY INTENDED THAT)?  WHY WOULD THE WHOLE CHAIN OF EVENTS HAVE ALARMED COLONISTS?

At this point, different perspectives on these crisis events—in the context of the political culture of the time—had brought the colonists into conflict with Parliament.  The colonists wanted to protect their rights.  Parliament wanted to protect the rule of law, arguing that colonists were bound to obey the law.  Some colonists argued that things had come too far—that the colonies should declare independence.  But most did not.  WHY NOT?  WHAT KINDS OF ISSUES MADE AMERICANS NOT WANT TO BE INDEPENDENT OF ENGLAND?  WHAT KINDS OF ARGUMENTS MIGHT THEY MAKE THAT INDEPENDENCE WOULD BE A BAD IDEA?  [ELICIT]

Divine Right of Kings

Trade relations with Britain were good for America

British protection from other countries, Indians, etc.

Fear of war—wouldn’t Britain win?

Long-standing ties with Britain (our “parent country”)

Step 4:  The Final Straws
[We’re almost done—almost to the war—but we have two quick exercises left to do]

How do we get from 1774 and the long list of reasons NOT to go to war to 1776 and the Declaration of Independence?  One answer is—war came.  In 1775, colonial militiamen and British soldiers met (famously) at Lexington & Concord and (less famously) in other skirmishes over arms and powder.  By the time the Second Continental Congress met in May 1776, there was an embargo, a boycott, and fighting.

The second answer is Common Sense—probably the most read document in the colonies other than the Bible.  Published by Thomas Paine in January 1776, taking on all these issues.  Paine’s goal was to write for a popular audience, using only examples from the Bible or common sense to make his points.  Since he wanted everyone to understand his views, we’re going to do some quick translation.

PUT UP CIRCLE WITH “INDEPENDENCE?  IT’S COMMON SENSE” IN THE MIDDLE, WITH RAYS RUNNING OUT.

GIVE EACH TABLE ONE LIGHTBULB/CLOUD:

-Read the quote

-Choose one key phrase or image.  Highlight it or draw a quick picture.

-Write a one-sentence summary of the main point of this quote. (Ask yourselves:  How does Paine address the arguments against independence in this quote?)

EACH GROUP PUTS UP ITS LIGHTBULB/CLOUD, READING JUST THE KEY PHRASE AND THE SUMMARY.

Step 5:  So many people were persuaded by Paine’s arguments—which went everywhere in the tinker’s carts—and by the fact of war, that in June and early July, the Second Continental Congress decided to declare independence.  Usually when we read the Declaration of Independence nowadays, we focus on the first part [READ].  But the Congress was writing a document to explain why they were declaring independence.  So I want to focus, finally, on the part we usually give short-shrift too—because we no longer really understand the political culture.  I hope that this lesson has given you the tools to see how much the Declaration laid out the deep-seated concerns of colonists that their rights were being eroded, that their liberty was in real danger.

PUT UP LABEL—THE DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE:  COLONIAL GRIEVANCES AGAINST THE KING.  UNDERNEATH, PUT UP BIG SHEETS, EACH OF WHICH HAS A LABEL.

	Rights of Englishmen
	Grievances

	King protect his people
	

	Representation
	

	Judges Independent from the King
	

	No Standing Armies in Peacetime
	

	Trial By Jury
	

	No one is above the law—no absolute monarch
	

	OTHER
	


GIVE EACH GROUP 3-4 CLAUSES FROM THE DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE.

In your group, take clauses up to the charts and put your clauses under one of the categories.

Review:  What were the “other” issues?

               What seem to have been the greatest issues?

Note: After break, we’re going to do an exercise that makes some of these issues real in a different way.  Then after that, you will get a chance to talk about how you could take parts of this crash course in causes and use them in your classrooms.

Tom Paine’s closing words about liberty?

O ye that love mankind!  Ye that dare oppose, not only the tyranny, but the tyrant, stand forth!  Every spot of the old world is overrun with oppression.  Freedom hath been hunted round the globe.  Asia, and Africa, have long expelled her. Europe regards her like a stranger, and England hath given her warning to depart.  O! Receive the fugitive, and prepare in time an asylum for mankind.
